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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted 
on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant 
for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall 
have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the 
international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such 
treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-5, 9-12, 16-20, 25, 33-36, 40 and 41 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Madour (U.S. 2002/01 14293 Al). 

3. Regarding claim 1, Madour teaches (abstract and fig. 2) a method of optimizing 
point-to-point sessions, comprising: receiving a registration request from a mobile node 
(paragraph 1 1), the mobile node communicating with current packet controller function 
serviced packet data serving node (paragraph 21); determining whether registration 
request comprises previous access network identifier identifying a previous packet 
controller function (paragraph 1 1); determining whether the mobile node is serviced by a 
mobile Internet Protocol (paragraph 1 1); determining whether the mobile node 
communicated with previous packet controller function serviced by the packet data 
serving node (paragraph 22); and deciding whether negotiate a point-to-point session for 
mobile node response to the determinations (paragraphs 41-49). 

4. Regarding claims 2, 10 and 17, Madour teaches (paragraph 21) the registration 
request comprises a request for service at the packet data serving node. 
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5. Regarding claims 3, 1 1, 18 and 34, Madour teaches (paragraphs 41-49) deciding 
whether to negotiate the point-to-point session f or the mobile node comprises: 
negotiating the point-to-point session if the mobile node did not communicate with 
previous packet controller function serviced the packet data serving node; and updating 
the point-to-point session if the mobile node communicated with a previous packet 
controller f unction serviced by the packet data serving node. 

6. Regarding claims 4, 12, 19 and 35, Madour teaches (paragraphs 41-49) 
determining whether there is a session context for the mobile node; negotiating point-to- 
point session there no session context; and updating point-to-point session if here is 
session context. 

7. Regarding claims 5, 20 and 36, Madour teaches (paragraph 22) determining 
registration request comprises the previous access network identifier; identifying the 
previous packet controller function from the previous access network identifier; 
determining whether the previous packet controller function is serviced by the packet 
data serving node; negotiating the point-to-point session if the previous packet controller 
function not serviced by the packet data serving node; and updating the point-to-point 
session the previous packet controller function is serviced by the packet data serving 
node (paragraph 23). 

8. Regarding claim 9, Madour teaches (abstract and fig. 2) a method of optimizing 
point-to-point sessions comprising: receiving a registration request from a mobile node 
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(paragraph 1 1), the mobile node communicating with current packet controller function 
serviced by a packet data serving node (paragraph 21); determining whether the mobile 
node serviced by a mobile Internet Protocol (paragraph 1 1); determining whether the 
mobile node communicated with a previous packet controller function serviced the 
packet data serving node (paragraph 22); and deciding whether to negotiate a point-to- 
point session for the mobile node response to the determinations (paragraphs 41-49). 

9. Regarding claim 16, Madour teaches (abstract and fig. 2) a system for optimizing 
point-to-point sessions comprising: at least one packet data serving node operable to: 
receive registration request fi^om a mobile node (paragraph 1 1), the mobile node 
communicating with current packet controller function serviced by the packet data 
serving node (paragraph 21); determine whether the registration request comprises a 
previous access network identifier identifying a previous packet controller function; 
determine whether the mobile node is serviced by a mobile Intemet Protocol (paragraph 

1 1); determine whether the mobile node communicated with a previous packet controller 
function serviced by the packet data serving node (paragraph 22); and decide whether to 
negotiate point-to-point session for the mobile node response to determinations; and 
plurality packet controller functions communicating with the at least one packet data 
serving node (paragraph 41-49). 

10. Regarding claim 25, Madour teaches (fig. 2) the least one packet data serving 
node is further operable to establish a tunnel connection to communicate between the at 
least one packet controller function and the at least one packet data serving node. 
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1 1 . Regarding claim 33, Madour teaches (abstract and fig. 2) Logic for optimization 
of point-to-point sessions, the logic embodied a computer-readable medium and operable 
receive a registration request from a mobile node (paragraph 1 1); determine whether the 
registration request comprises previous access network identifier identifying previous 
packet controller fiinction (paragraph 21); determine whether the mobile node is serviced 
by mobile Intemet Protocol (paragraph 1 1); determine whether the mobile node 
communicated with a previous packet controller function serviced by the packet data 
serving node (paragraphs 21-22); and decide whether to negotiate point-to-point session 
for the mobile node in response to the determinations (paragraphs 41-49), 

12. Regarding claim 40, Madour teaches (abstract and fig. 2) a system optimizing 
point-to-point sessions comprising: means for receiving a registration request from 
mobile node (paragraph 1 1), the mobile node communicating with a current packet 
controller function serviced by packet data serving node (paragraph 21); means for 
determining whether the registration request conprises previous access network identifier 
identifying a previous packet controller function (paragraph 21); means for determining 
whether the mobile node serviced by a mobile Intemet Protocol (paragraph 1 1); a means 
for determining whether the mobile node communicated with previous packet controller 
function serviced by the packet data serving node (paragraph 22); and means for deciding 
whether to negotiate a point- to-point session for the mobile node in response the 
determinations (paragraphs 41-49).. 
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13. Regarding claim 41 , Madour teaches (abstract and fig. 2) receiving registration 
request from a mobile node (paragraph 1 1), the registration request comprising a request 
for service; determining whether the registration request comprises previous access 
network identifier identifying a previous packet controller fiinction (paragraph 21); 
determining whether the mobile node serviced by mobile Intemet Protocol (paragraph 
1 1); determining whether the mobile node communicated with a previous packet 
controller function serviced by the packet data serving node (paragraph 22); and deciding 
whether to negotiate a point-to-point session for the mobile node in response the 
determinations by: negotiating the point-to-point session if the mobile node did not 
communicate through the previous packet controller function serviced by packet data 
serving node; and updating point-to-point session mobile node did communicate through 
the previous packet controller function serviced by the packet data serving node 
(paragraphs 41-49) 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

14. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

15. Claims 6, 7, 13, 14, 21, 22, 26-31, 37 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 



as being unpatentable over Madour in view of Bertrand (U.S. 6876640 Bl). 
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16. Regarding claims 6, 13, 21, 31 and 37, Madour does not explicitly teach 
generating table comprising an entry associated with the mobile node, the entry 
comprising a mobile node identifier, previous access network identifier, current access 
network identifier. 

17. Bertrand teaches (col, 6, lines 43-64) generating table comprising an entry 
associated with the mobile node, the entry comprising a mobile node identifier, previous 
access network identifier, current access network identifier. It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt this to Madours system to keep track of the 
mobile station. 

18. Regarding claim 7, 14, 22 and 38, Bertrand teaches (col. 8, 1 1-34) updating tunnel 
connection operable to communicate plurality of data packets between the current packet 
controller fiinction and the packet data serving node by updating the entry associated with 
the mobile node. 

1 9. Regarding claim 26, Madow teaches (abstract and fig, 2) a processor coupled to 
the memory and operable to: receive registration request fi-om the mobile node 
(paragraph 1 1); determine whether the registration request comprises previous access 
network identifier identifying a previous packet controller function (paragraph 21); 
determine whether the mobile node is serviced by a mobile Internet Protocol (paragraph 
1 1); determine whether the mobile node communicated with previous packet controller 
function serviced by the packet data serving node (paragraph 22); and decide whether 
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negotiate a point-to-point session the mobile node response the determinations (cols. 41- 
49). 

20. Madour does not teach a memory operable to store table, table comprising an 
entry corresponding to mobile node, the entry comprising: a mobile station identifier field 
operable to store a mobile station identifier; and preAdous access network identifier field 
operable to store a previous access network identifier. 

21 . Bertrand teaches (col. 6, hnes 43-64) a memory operable to store table, table 
comprising an entry corresponding to mobile node, the entry comprising: a mobile station 
identifier field operable to store a mobile station identifier; and previous access network 
identifier field operable to store a previous access network identifier. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt this to Madours system to keep track of 
the mobile station. 



22. Regarding claim 27, Madour teaches (paragraph 2 1) the registration request 
comprises a request for service at the packet data serving node. 

23. Regarding claim 28, Madour teaches (paragraphs 41-49) deciding whether to 
negotiate the point-to-point session f or the mobile node comprises: negotiating the point- 
to-point session if the mobile node did not communicate with previous packet controller 
function serviced the packet data serving node; and updating the point-to-point session if 
the mobile node communicated with a previous packet controller f unction serviced by 
the packet data serving node. 
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24. Regarding claim 29, Madour teaches (paragraphs 41-49) determining whether 
there is a session context for the mobile node; negotiating point-to-point session there no 
session context; and updating point-to-point session if here is session context. 

25. Regarding claim 30, Madour teaches (paragraph 22) determining registration 
request comprises the previous access network identifier; identifying the previous packet 
controller function from the previous access network identifier; determining whether the 
previous packet controller function is serviced by the packet data serving node; 
negotiating the point-to-point session if the previous packet controller function not 
serviced by the packet data serving node; and updating the point-to-point session the 
previous packet controller function is serviced by the packet data serving node (paragraph 
23). 



26. Claim 24 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Madour in 
view of Madour (U.S. 6834050 Bl). 

27. Regarding claim 24, Madour (*293) does not teach at least one of the packet 
controller functions is operable to: communicate with the at least one packet data serving 
node; and store an access network identifier identifying the at least one packet controller 
function. 

28. Madour (*050) teaches (col. 3, lines 15-27) at least one of the packet controller 
functions is operable to: communicate with the at least one packet data serving node; and 
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store an access network identifier identifying the at least one packet controller function. 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to adapt this to Madour's 
system to maintain order within the system 



Allowable Subject Matter 
29. Claims 8, 15, 23, 32 and 39 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 



Conclusion 

30. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Roberta A Shand whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3161. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00am-5:30pm. 

3 1 . If attenpts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy Vu can be reached on 571-272-3 155. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

32. Information regarding the status of an appHcation may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
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published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto,gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Roberta A Shand 

Examiner 
Art Unit 2665 




